JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.
resulting diagram conforms to the stated preference for second cross-cousin marriages. This change is represented in Figure 3 . The patrilines that descend from FF and MMB still constitute one patrimoiety, and the ones that descend from MF and FMB constitute the other. Matrimoieties are not affected by the change. Among the Northern and Eastern Aranda the resulting subsections are named, but they are not named among the Southern Aranda (Spencer and Gillen 1899,1927), nor are they named among the Alyawara. Hence, among both the Southern Aranda and the Alyawara, subsections are implicit rather than explicit divisions of the tribes. In Figure 3 , ego's wife is a bilateral second cross-cousin but is not a first cousin. (Throughout the paper, "section" refers to a four-way division of the tribe and "subsection" refers to an eight-way division.) If a person belongs to section or subsection A1 in Figure 2 or Figure 3 , everyone in the tribe may refer to that person with the section or subsection term that is associated with A1; that is, section and subsection terms are absolute and fixed. However, a kinship terminology is superimposed on the section/subsection system, and its terms are egocentric and variable from person to person.
In Figure 4 , a kinship grid is superimposed on the subsection grid that appears in Figure 3 . Notice that grandparent terms are the same as grandchild terms, that four of the five terms that appear in the first ascending generation relative to ego appear in the first descending generation, and that all but one of the terms in ego's generation are used exclusively in ego's generation. Because Figure 4 represents the terminology used by a male ego, some terms that are used by female speakers do not appear there. All terms, regardless of sex of speaker, appear in Figure 5 and Tables 1 and 2 . There are twenty-two terms in the Alyawara vocabulary, the same number that appears in the Aranda vocabulary, and seventeen of the Alyawara terms are clear cognates of those used by the Aranda.
Relations between the unnamed (that is, implicit) Alyawara subsections that are represented in Figure 3 and the kinship terminology that appears in Figure 4 are summarized and made more compact in Figure 5 . In Figure 5 , assume that ego is a male who belongs to subsection A1 in the earlier figures. According to Figures 3 and 4 , there are only four kinship terms with which he refers to members of his own subsection, and those terms appear in the "Al-box" in Figure 5 . This principle was used in grouping each set of terms that appears in Figure 5 .
In Table 1 Figure 4, each term is associated unambiguously with one and only one reciprocal, and those reciprocal pairs appear, along with subsection and sex of ego and alter, in Table 2 . The "Term Numbers" are arbitrarily assigned codes that were used to record and analyze the data. Thus, the Alyawara have named exogamous patrilineages, unnamed exogamous patrimoieties and matrimoieties, and named exogamous sections. In conjunction with the sections, they say they prohibit marriage with first cross-cousins, but permit, prefer, or prescribe it with second cross-cousins. The prohibition of first cross-cousin marriage results in the division of the sections into unnamed subsections that are directly analogous with the named subsections that are found among the Northern and Eastern Aranda. Superimposed on the subsection system is a kinship terminology consisting of twenty-two terms, most of which are virtually identical with those used by the Aranda. Each kinship term is associated with members of specific subsections relative to ego's subsection, and each term is associated with a unique reciprocal. Bilateral cross-cousin marriage and sibling exchange are important characteristics of the system of descent, marriage, and kinship presented here.
Figures 3 through 5 and Tables 1 and 2 corded among the Aranda late in the nineteenth century. The model is a classic example of Levi-Strauss's (1969) system of delayed direct exchange. As one of many models that can be constructed of subsection systems, the one that appears in Figures 3 through 5 and Tables 1 and 2 is, in effect, a set of testable hypotheses. We can make a great many predictions from the model, and if we had the proper kind of data, we could determine the extent to which observed behavior correlated with expected behavior. If we found that the observed differed significantly from the expected, we might wonder whether we had noisy data that failed to conform to a valid model or a defective model that failed to correspond to the behavior that it might reasonably be thought to reflect. How to tell the difference between these two is an important question that we shall investigate after we briefly introduce the Alyawara data concerning quantifiable aspects of social organization. After he finished making and mounting the Polaroid photographs, he used the photos and the known genealogical relations between pairs of people represented by the photos to elicit the kinship terms discussed in the previous section of the paper. When he was confident that he had elicited all the terms he was likely to find and knew them well enough to be able to record them rapidly and reliably with term number codes in Table 2 , he used the photos to elicit kinship term applications with the procedure pioneered by Rose (1960).
To elicit the kinship term applications, Denham took the set of 225 photographs to each of the 104 people whose photos appeared in the cards and asked each of them to give him one and only one reference term for each of the other 224 people in the set, as well as the term ("myself") with which each informant referred to his own photograph. This elicitation procedure yielded a matrix of 104 x 225 = 23,400 kinship term applications, or an average of about a thousand uses of each of the twenty-two terms in the vocabulary.
Although he provided no explicit instructions concerning their responses, frequent discussions among groups of people concerning which term an informant (ego) should use with regard to a specific photograph (alter), and the resulting consensus, indicated that the informants were seeking and providing the "best" term in those cases in which multiple terms might have been applicable. For several other reasons as well, most of which are covered in Denham (1978), we are confident that the Alyawara data are both appropriate in content and sufficiently high in quality to justify our using them to test the model presented earlier.2 testing the Radcliffe-Brownian model There are a great many ways to play the Alyawara data against the model we presented, as well as other models that have been offered by advocates of different theoretical positions. The Radcliffe-Brownian model was chosen for this presentation because of its frequent appearance in the literature, and because many other models of aboriginal social organization are derived from the Radcliffe-Brownian model rather than from raw data that were collected specifically for their relevance to new theoretical formulations.
In the following paragraphs, we present some of the ways in which marriage practices and kinship term applications agree and disagree with those predicted by the RadcliffeBrownian model. Figure 5 indicates that there should be perfect correspondence between the kinship term that ego applies to alter and the relative section memberships of ego and alter. By "relative section membership" we mean the following: ego and alter may belong to the same section, to a pair of sections that is patrilineally linked, to a pair that intermarries, or to a pair that is matrilineally linked. In Table 3 , we refer to these as "own," "patri," "spouse," and "matri." The question is the following: do applications of terms agree with relative section memberships of egos and alters? The answer, based on 22,831 cases in which the applications of terms can be checked against section memberships, appears in Table 3 . The column of interest in Table 3 is at the extreme right, labeled "percent accurate"; that is, the percentage of applications of each term that agrees with the prediction made from Figure 5 . The terms are grouped vertically by subsection membership, and the relations between terms and sections are grouped horizontally by relative section. The first seventeen terms in the list have accuracies of 97.8 percent or higher; that is, 97.8 percent or more of all applications of those first seventeen terms conform to the predictions implicit in Figure  5 . The same is true with regard to the last term in the list. Clearly, kinship term applications and relative section memberships are in agreement with the model in these cases.
Notice, however, that the terms amaidya and abmarliya, near the bottom of Table 3 , are used in accordance with the model in less than 85 percent of 3,200 cases. According to the model, ego should apply both terms to members of his mother's section, with one term typically referring to real or classificatory mothers and the other to real or classificatory mothers' brothers. But in Table 3 , it is clear that ego frequently uses both terms to refer to people who belong to the section from which he receives spouses. In other words, ego uses the terms for M and MB to refer to members of both sections of the opposite patrimoiety. A detailed examination of genealogies shows that, in fact, the Alyawara sometimes employ an "Omaha" cousin terminology (MBSS = MBS = MB; MBSD = MBD = M). This pattern, which is embedded deeply in the "alternating generation" terminology (Lawrence 1937) presented in the model, almost certainly would have escaped detection, or its importance would have been missed (Yallop n.d.) if the quantitative data that appear in Table 3 had not  been available.  Table 3 , then, shows that twenty of the twenty-two terms in the Alyawara kinship vocabulary correspond with relative section membership as predicted by the RadcliffeBrownian model, and that two of them differ systematically and significantly from the perfect correlation predicted by the model. The two that deviate from the model do so because of an Omaha cousin terminology that is used only in some circumstances and that, to our knowledge, has not been reported elsewhere in Central Australia. Table 2 specifies that there should be perfect correspondence between ego's reference term for alter and the reciprocal term with which alter refers to ego. We can test this hypothesis in Table 4 with 5,328 pairs of kinship term applications. The terms are grouped vertically and horizontally, just as they are in Figure 5 and Tables 2 and 3 , that is, by patrimoiety, section, and implicit subsection. At the intersection of each row-column pair, there is a number that is the frequency with which a particular pair of terms occurred as reciprocals in the data base. For example, the number 321 appears at the intersection of the third row (labeled "12") and the first column (labeled "10"). This means that term number 12 (adiadya) was used as the reciprocal of term number 10 (awaadya) in 321 cases. Because awaadya (elder brother) and adiadya (younger sibling) are reciprocals in accordance with Table 2 , the number 321 was underlined to indicate that the pair conforms to the model.
The terms that are grouped in subsections Al through C2 are ones that ego should apply to members of his own patrimoiety; he should apply the others to members of the opposite patrimoiety. Only 1.5 percent of the 5,328 pairs occur within the dark-bordered quadrangle at the lower left corner of the figure, which means that egos and alters almost B1  17  2  2  3  2  4  -2  3  2  2  --7  2  3  --4 604 566 29  KT  10  11 12  1  2  3  6  7  16  19 23 13 15 14  5  18 21  22  4  8  9 17   A1  C1  A2  C2  D2  B2  D1  B1 never referred to each other with terms that indicated that they disagreed with regard to their patrimoiety memberships; that is, at the level of patrimoiety membership, 98.5 percent of the pairs conform to the model. The eleven terms in the upper portion of Table 4 are used between pairs of people who belong to the same patrimoiety. Within that portion of the figure, less than 1 percent of the pairs indicated that ego and alter disagreed concerning their section memberships. For example, one such disagreement occurred when ego referred to alter as agngiya (term number 6) and alter reciprocated with anguriya (term number 11). In other words, 99.1 percent of the pairs of terms that are used between members of the same patrimoiety are used in accordance with the model with regard to section membership.
In the right-hand portion of Table 4 , the model breaks down seriously. In almost every case in which ego and alter belong to opposite patrimoieties, the terms they apply to each other deviate systematically and significantly from the perfect correspondences predicted by the model. For example, term number 13 (angeliya) appears as a reciprocal with nine of the eleven terms that can be used (according to the model) between members of opposite patrimoieties, and the frequencies of occurrence are quite large in most deviant cases. In this portion of Table 4 , only 90.6 percent of the pairs conform to the model with regard to section membership, in comparison with 99.1 percent conformity when ego and alter belong to the same patrimoiety.
By looking at the terms in Table 4 individually rather than grouping them according to moiety, section, or subsection membership, even larger deviations from the model emerge. Overall, terms that should be used between members of the same patrimoiety are used in accordance with the model in 87 percent of 2,615 pairs, whereas those that should be used between members of opposite patrimoieties agree with the model in only 67 percent of 2,635 pairs. Figure 4 indicates that the term ego uses to refer to alter should serve as a good predictor of the terms that ego will use to refer to alter's father, mother, spouses, sons, and daughters. In other words, if ego refers to alter as angeliya (regardless of whether alter is a real or classificatory relative), then ego should refer to alter's father as abmarliya, alter's mother as aweniya, alter's spouses as aidmeniya, alter's sons as abmarliya, and alter's daughters as amaidya. We can examine these kinds of relations between terms for alters and terms for alter's primary kin in more than 67,000 cases in the data base. Table 5 contains two examples of results that emerge from such an analysis.
In Table 5A , ego refers to alter as awaadya (elder brother), a term that a person applies to a male member of his own subsection and own generation. The terms that egos apply to alters' F, M, W, S, and D appear in the cells of the table, with the underlined terms being the ones that agree with the model. The number that appears beside each term is the percentage of cases in which the term was used with regard to the relation in question. For example, egos referred to awaadya's fathers as agngiya in ninety-three of every one hundred cases and to awaadya's mothers as amaidya in 87 percent of all cases. Those cases agree with the model, and their frequencies yield the "accuracy" rates for those relations. Notice that aleriya is the predicted term for S and D, and that both those relations are labeled in accordance with the model in about 90 percent of the cases.
The predicted term for awaadya's wife depends on the sex of ego. If ego is male, awaadya's wife should be anowadya; if ego is female, awaadya's wife should be andungiya. However, Table 5A shows that the terms applied to awaadya's wives agree with the model relatively rarely. In fact, the overall accuracy rate is only 38 percent. In other words, if we know that ego refers to someone else as awaadya, we can accurately predict ego's term for alter's wife only once in every three attempts.
Overall, if ego refers to alter as awaadya, the terms that he uses to refer to alter's kin conform to the model in 81.1 percent of 2,228 cases (see box at left center of Table 5A ). In four Table 5B , wherein ego refers to alter as abmarliya. Here we are working with a total of 2,438 cases, and the mean accuracy rate is only 49.6 percent. The terms that egos apply to alter's kin conform to the model in 41 to 55 percent of the cases, which is, by any reasonable standard, extreme deviation from the model. The term abmarliya is used with reference to a member of the patrimoiety to which ego does not belong, and the percentages that appear in Table 5B are typical of those associated with alters who belong to the patrimoiety opposite from ego's.
Summarizing Tables 3, 4 , and 5, one can see that these three analyses move from quite general to somewhat more specific examinations of relations among (a) kinship terms and section memberships; (b) reciprocal pairs of kinship term applications; and (c) references to primary consanguineal and affinal kin of certain classificatory and real kin of ego's. In Table 3 twenty of twenty-two terms agreed almost perfectly with the Radcliffe-Brownian model and two terms differed significantly from that model. In Table 4 , the model began to break down somewhat, especially with regard to reciprocal terms that were used between members of opposite patrimoieties. In Table 5 , failure to conform to the predictions of the model became even more widespread and acute. In other words, the model seems to work rather well at a very superficial level of inquiry, but the further it is pushed, the less appropriate it appears to be.
To this point, we have discussed kinship term applications that pertain to both real and classificatory relations. But with all the genealogical data in the files, it is possible to explore relations among descent, marriage, and kinship by dealing exclusively with pairs of people who have directly traceable genealogical ties to each other. By using the KINPATH program in the SOCSIM sociodemographic microsimulation program (Hammel et al. 1976) , 240,000 genealogical paths have been identified between pairs of people in the data base. In all the cases in which one or both of the people contributed atset of terms to the kinship file, the term or terms have been attached to the genealogical string that connects the pair of people together. Of the many questions that we can ask of this extremely large data file, one of the easiest is the following: which kinship terms are associated with which genealogical relations? Table 6 illustrates a partial answer to this question.
In Table 6A , alter is ego's MBD; in Table 6B , alter is ego's FZD. According to Figure 4 , MBD and FZD are structurally equivalent and the same term should be applied to both of them, namely, algyeliya. Although algyeliya is the term that is used most frequently in both parts of Table 6 , it is perfectly obvious that the Alyawara do not view these relations as equivalent. In Table 6A , kinship term applications conform to the model in 30.0 percent of 173 cases, whereas in Table 6B , they conform to the model in 77.3 percent of 119 cases. In Table 6B , FZD is referred to as a member of a marriageable category in 12 percent of the cases (in violation of the model), while in Table 6A , MBD is referred to as a member of a marriageable category in 38 percent of the cases (a much stronger violation of the model). Four of the terms for MBD are the same as those for FZD, but amaidya is applied to MBD in 24.3 percent of 173 cases and is never applied to FZD. This is another indication of the Omaha cousin terminology that is embedded in the Alyawara system.
The difference between MBD and FZD is made even clearer when we search for cooccurrences of genealogical relations. Among the 173 cases in which alter is ego's MBD, there is not a single case in which alter is ego's FZD; among the 119 cases in which alter is ego's FZD, there is not a single case in which alter is ego's MBD. In other words, no one in Although Table 6 and the search for co-occurrences of MBD and FZD relations do not provide a basis for definitive statements concerning the many equivalence relations built into Figure 4 , they clearly demonstrate that some of the closest relationships represented by the model, and the ones that are most fundamental to its overall structure, fail to agree with predictions from the model.
We conclude this section of the paper with two more questions that we can answer with the genealogies.
(1) Given the stated preference for marriage with MMBDD, how often is that preference disregarded in the selection of spouses? We have checked all 114 marriages in the data base and have not found any cases in which a real brother and sister are married to a real sister and brother. Real sibling exchange does not occur among the Alyawara.
A search for marriages (rather than exchanges per se) involving close classificatory siblings reveals fourteen cases that can be counted as examples of the practice.3 These cases constitute 12 percent of all known Alyawara marriages. Pending completion of computer simulations of social and demographic processes within a model population having the same characteristics as the Alyawara population, we do not know whether this relative frequency is significantly higher than would be expected to occur by chance alone, nor do we know whether it represents a large or small proportion of all marriages that could have conformed to the Radcliffe-Brownian model given the demographic properties of the Alyawara population. But even if 12 percent is a great deal higher than would have occurred by chance, and even if it is close to the maximum that could have occurred among the Alyawara (we are almost certain that this is not the case), this small figure still does very little to suggest that the Radcliffe-Brownian model adequately corresponds to Alyawara practices.
Finally, we must deal with distant classificatory sibling exchange. Unfortunately, distant classificatory sibling exchange is not detectable in the data base for the following reason: regardless of the kinship terms that two people apply to each other before marriage, they refer to each other as anowadya after marriage. Anowadya is the term they should use in accordance with the second cross-cousin marriage ideology. Furthermore, this terminological readjustment ramifies further among spouses' consanguines. For example, in 75 to 80 percent of the cases for which data are available, people refer to spouses' F, M, B, Z, S, and D with terms that accord with the model, even though that often yields terms that are incompatible with known and close consanguineal relations between husband and wife. Hence, checking for the exchange of distant classificatory siblings after marriages have occurred leads one into a circular argument. Because we did not plan originally to use these data to prepare this paper, Denham failed to elicit the kinship reference terms that married couples applied to each other before marraige, which seems to be the only way to obtain the information that is required here. The oversight is unfortunate.
We Because 74 percent of the marriages accord with a rule favoring marilateral first crosscousin marriage and because the Alyawara have named sections but no named subsections, it might be reasonable to suppose that unnamed (implicit) subsections do not occur among the Alyawara; that is, we should have stopped the analysis at the level of sections and not pursued it to the level of subsections. However, the twenty-two terms in the Alyawara kinship vocabulary are virtually identical with the twenty-two that the Aranda use in conjunction with named subsections, the stated preference for marriage with MMBDD (but not MBD) in conjunction with the system of four named sections yields a distribution of kinsmen and kinship terms that is virtually identical with the Aranda eightsubsection pattern, and Spencer and Gillen said that the Southern Aranda had implicit subsections even though they had only named sections.
Although we are reluctant to assert that the Alyawara have an eight-subsection system when they have only four named sections and frequently engage in MBD marriage, we are equally reluctant to assert that an eight-subsection system is absent when the Alyawara have a twenty-two term Aranda kinship vocabulary and state that marriage with MMBDD is the preferred form. Furthermore, there is the matter of the Omaha cousin terminology that is embedded in the typical Aranda alternating generation pattern. A model that fails to account for all these features is an inadequate representation of Alyawara social organization.
an alternative model Rose (1960) and others (see Hammel 1976 for references) have noted that a difference in the mean ages of husbands and wives has major implications for social structure. In particular, it means that sibling exchange and patrilateral cross-cousin marriage are necessarily rare or virtually impossible in many societies, among them Australian aboriginal societies in which large age differences between husbands and wives are very common.
Among the Alyawara, the mean age of husbands is about fourteen years greater than the mean age of their wives. Furthermore, fathers are, on the average, about forty-two years older than their children, while mothers are, on the average, about twenty-eight years older than their children (Denham 1975). One of the correlates of the latter figures is that a "male generation" (forty-two years) is about 1.5 times as long as a "female generation" (twentyeight years).
Because men's wives are about fourteen years younger than the men are, the men's wives' brothers are, on the average, about fourteen years younger than the men, and wives' brothers' wives are about twenty-eight years younger than those men. Clearly, it is impossible to maintain a system of sibling exchange under these circumstances, and patrilateral cross-cousin marriage is precluded as anything other than an oddity. Figures 2 and 3 do not reflect these ethnographic facts.
A major defect in Figures 2 through 4 is that they represent generations as if they had no time depth. But because of the large mean age difference between spouses, it is not acceptable to build that misleading assumption into the model. Figure 6 shows what happens when time depth is added to Figure 2 and is the first step toward our proposed alternative to the Radcliffe-Brownian model. Consider Figure 6 . Vertical lines represent patrilineal descent, horizontal lines represent the sibling relationship, and diagonal lines represent marriage. The age difference between ego and his wife is fourteen years, between ego and his mother is twenty-eight years, and between ego and his father is forty-two years. These correspond to acutal mean differences found in the Alyawara data. Because the mean age of a set of brothers is the same as that of their sisters in a large population of sibling sets, ego and his sister appear at the same age level in Figure 6 . In order to keep the diagram uncluttered, standard deviations do not appear in conjunction with mean age differences represented by point locations of ego's kin. The next step is to imagine Figure 6 rolled around a vertical axis to form a cylinder. If we trace out a line of sibling-in-law (or "wife-giver"/"wife-taker") relationships cycling upward from ego and passing through Z, ZH, ZHZ, ZHZH, and so on, we discover that it ends at FF at the top of ego's descent line. However, some of the positions in Figure 7 have two or more kinship terms attached to them, and they are the positions that seem to account for a major portion of the imprecision in Alyawara kin term applications. In fact, the terminological ambiguity that appears at a few positions in Figure 7 is an important key to understanding the relationship between the age-biased Kariera model that we are presenting here and the Radcliffe-Brownian eightsubsection Aranda model.
In Figure 8 , the structure that appears in Figure 7 has been relabeled to accommodate the subsection grid that appears in Figure 3 . We are not suggesting that implicit subsections need to be invoked with regard to the Alyawara; rather, we are going to demonstrate that, in fact, they are absent from the Alyawara system. Remember, from The situation that we have just described gives rise to the problems that we encountered in Tables 4 and 5 . In Table 4 , we saw that reciprocal kinship term applications between pairs of people who belong to the same patrimoiety agree with the Radcliffe-Brownian model, in the aggregate, in 99.1 percent of all cases, whereas the corresponding figure for members of opposite patrimoieties is 90.6 percent. Accuracy rates for individual terms are 87 percent within one's own patrimoiety, and 67 percent between the two patrimoieties. Radcliffe-Brownian models of Kariera and Aranda systems do not account for these differences or the ones in Table 5 Figure 2 ; that is, by prohibiting marriage between first cross-cousins while permitting, preferring, or prescribing it between second cross-cousins. The logical structure of an age-biased subsection system is identical with that of Figure 7 , but a graphic representation of it has four rather than two parallel helices on the surface of the hypothetical cylinder and twice as many positions for kinsmen and kinship terms. Once again, each helix is a separate and distinct circulating connubium with women always moving upward along the spirals. We have not attempted to explore relations between an age-biased subsection system and the so-called Murngin system (Warner 1958: Elkin 1954; Levi-Strauss 1969; and many others), but such an exploration probably would be rewarding. conclusion With regard to descent, marriage, and kinship ideology, the Alyawara are virtually identical with the Aranda as described by Spencer and Gillen and modeled by Radcliffe-Brown and many others. With regard to marriage practices and kinship term applications, they consistently fail to perform in accordance with Radcliffe-Brownian models of Aranda and Kariera systems.
Near the beginning of the paper, we asked whether observed patterns that differed significantly from expected patterns might indicate the presence of noisy data that failed to conform to a valid model or a defective model that failed to correspond to the system that it purported to represent, and we went on to ask how we might decide which was the case in a particular situation. We suggest that the best way to answer this question is to construct competing models and test the original and its competitors with the same set of data. This is the approach that we used in this paper, and in using it we rejected several models that were inferior to the one that appears in Figure 7 . We are satisfied that our alternative is superior to the Radcliffe-Brownian model, but we are aware that future tests of it may result in either its improvement or its rejection.
Figure 7 seems to account for most features of Alyawara ideology and practice, and it indicates that Alyawara social organization is fundamentally different from the traditional Radcliffe-Brownian models of Kariera and Aranda systems, even though it bears superficial similarities to both of them. Because the Radcliffe-Brownian models of Kariera and Aranda systems have been basic to a great deal of the analytical work that has been conducted with Australian aboriginal descent, marriage, and kinship over the last half-century, the alternative model presented in this paper seems to call much of that anthropological tradition into question. 2 The Alyawara Ethnographic Data Base is a magnetic tape that contains all the numercially coded data that were recorded with the Alyawara in 1971-1972. The tape and a manual (Denham 1978) that desribes its contents, structure, and operation may be purchased and used for independent research and/or classroom instruction.
3 Determining the frequency of occurrence of sibling exchange marriages is considerably more difficult than it appears to be at first glance. It is especially difficult in the presence of polygyny (for example, if one brother and one sister marry two sisters and one brother, how many exchanges occur?) and in situations in which both X and Z are parallel cousins (close classificatory siblings) of Y, but X and Z are not parallel cousins of each other. In order to avoid these problems, we decided to count marriages (not exchanges) that exist in the presence of any kind or number of sibling exchanges. If one brother and one sister marry two sisters and one brother, we count these as three marriages that occurred in context of sibling exchange but make no attempt to decide precisely which or how many "ex-
